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{ _' "l l__ UNITED STATES EN_RONMENTALREGIONIX PROTEC_ON AGENCY
75 Haw_orne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

31 Augu_ 2006

Mr. Da_en New_on
BRAC En¼mnmemN Coordin_or
Base ReN_nmem and Closu_
7040 Trabuco Road
Irvine, CNi_rnia 92618

RE: Comments on the Draft Final Phase II RemediN Investigation (RI) Repom In_Nhfion
Re_or_ion Program (IRP) Site 1, Former Explosive Ordnance DisposN (EOD) Range,
Former Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) E1Toro, CNifornia

Mr. Nex_on:

The EPA has complemd its review of the suNe_ document. While this document
addressed many of our previous comments, we present in the _mchment a number of comments
on the Dra_ Final RI Repot.

Due to the _petifive nature of some comments -- in pa_icular, those on the va_ous risk
asse_ments, many of which were provided in our comments on the draft repo_ - and to
expedi_ finMiz_ion of this documem and advancement of the site work, we would recommend
that a meNing or con_rence call be a_anged to fu_her discuss these comments prior to delivery
of the Find RI Repot.

Finally, the Navy notes in the RI Repo_ th_ it intends to _ans_r the site to an entity
which will use it for a _milar purpose (ie., arms UMning,exp_sNe demolitio_ etc.). It also
notes thN the eft_ to _ans_r the land to another agency for use as a _Nning area has been in
progress for several years now wi_o_ success. Given the lack of success in _ans_ing this
prope_y and the unce_Mnty th_ the site will ever be used agMn for a Mm_ar purpose, EPA
cautions the Navy with regard to establishing cleanup levels which would preclude the use of the
land for another purpose; this concern is present in many of the a_ached comments. It is
recommended th_ this issue also be d_cu_ed in a me_ing of all pa_ies.
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· M60050_003756 
MCAS EL TORO 
SSIC NO. 5090.3.A 

RE: Comments on the Draft Final Phase II Remedial Investigation (RI) Report, Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP) Site 1, Former Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Range, 
Former Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, California 

Mr. Newton: 

The EPA has completed its review of the subject document. While this document 
addressed many of our previous comments, we present in the attachment a number of comments 
on the Draft Final RI Report. 

Due to the repetitive nature of some comments ~- in particular, those on the various risk 
assessments, many of which were provided in our comments on the draft report -- and to 
expedite finalization of this document and advancement of the site work, we would recommend 
that a meeting or conference call be arranged to further discuss these comments prior to delivery 
of the Final RI Report. 

Finally, the Navy notes in the RI Report that it intends to transfer the site to an entity 
which will use it for a similar purpose (ie., arms training, explosive demolition, etc.). It also 
notes that the effort to transfer the land to another agency for use as a training area has been in 
progress for several years now without success. Given the lack of success in transferring this 
property and the uncertainty that the site will ever be used again for a similar purpose, EPA 
cautions the Navy with regard to establishing cleanup levels which would preclude the use of the 
land for another purpose; this concern is present in many of the attached comments. It is 
recommended that this issue also be discussed in a meeting of all parties. 
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If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 415-972-3349. 

Sincerely, 

I~// 1\.·/' l<:j~ (t..vy:.... 

Rich Muza ...J 
Remedial Project Mamger 
Federal Facility and Site Cleanup Branch 

cc Content Arnold, NFECSW SDIEGO 
Art Tamayo, NFECSW SDIEGO 
Sue Hakim, DTSC 
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John Broderick, RWQCB 
Bob \-Voodings, RAB Co-Chair 
Marcia Rudolph, RA.B Subcommittee Chair 
Gerry Hiatt, EPA 
Sonce De Vries, EPA 
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_ COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL PHASE II RI REPORT FOR IRP
_/ SITE 1, EOD RANGE, FORMER MCAS EL TORO, CAHFORNIA

1.Section 1.4,General- Thereare issueswiththe labelingofthe tables. The citationsappearto
be incorrectthroughoutthe backgrounddiscussions.Ris recommendedthat thisissuebe
addressedin the finaldocument.

2. Section3.3.3,Page 3-36-"There arevery limimdareasofthesehabRatsonsRe,whichlimit
theirNgnificance."From an ecologkNstandpoint,the fact that thesetypesof habitatsare
becomingrare in this areamakesthemvery impo_antand wo_hyof protectionandexpansionin
anywaypossible. Ris recommendedtha thisgatementbe delemd_om the text.

3. Section 4.1, Page 4-2 - A citation of Figure 1-3 is provided for the boundary of the
geophysical survey grid while this information is actually presented on Figure 1-4. R is
recommended that this error be co_ected in the finn document.

4. Section 4.3.2.9, Page 4-66 -"For the subsurface soil intervN of 0 to 10 feet bgs, the maximum
d_e_ion of 1,580 mg/kg exceeds both the CNitbrnia-modified PRG vNue of 150 mg/kg and the
EPA Region 9 PRG value of 400 mg/kg. Howeveg the 95 percent UCL vNue of 93.4 mg/kg is
below both vNues2 This discusNon appears to be addresNng a lead d_ecfion that exceeded
re_denfiN PRGs. HoweveL no mention of lead is provided anywhere within this paragraph. It
is recommended th_ this issue be cNdfied.

./ 5. Section 4.5.2, Page 4-99 and Table 4-38 - The discussion states that there was a detection of
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthNate at 49 ug/1in 01-MW102; howeveg Table 4-38 repots this detection at
01-DGMW5Z It is recommended that this discrepancy be resolve&

6. Section4.5.5,.Page4-114& Table4-41- The firstbulletherecontNns_atementsthat arenot
confident withthe wate>quNitydataprovidedonTable4-41. A reviewof this information
suggeststhatdata _om both theJanuary-February2005 andMarch2005 samplingroundsare
beingere& Howevegsome_atements(eg.,thehighe_ perchlorateconcentrationof 185ug/l)
de not includethe March2005 data. It is recommendedthat thisdiscrepancybe resolve&

7. Section5.1.4,GenerN- EPAprovideda commenton the DraRRI Repo_ regarNngthe
presenceandmigrationofpeNNorate in groundwateratSire 1yearsa_er activitieswhich
wouldhavereleasedthis contam_ant into the environmentweremrm_ed by the Marines(see
Comment#33 _om our August24, 2005_e_. Inour commentEPArecommendedthat
po_ntiN hydrogeo_cN scenariosthat suppo_these issuesbe fu_her_scu_ed in the text.
EPAis in agreementwiththe Navy's responsem this commentasprodded in AppendNI to _is
mpo_. Whilesomeof the inform_n presentedin lhe responseis _corporated intolhe
Nscu_ns withinthe Dra_ FinalRI Repot, it is recommendedth_ additionNNscu_n be
addedto this sectionto adequ_e_ coverthe issuesaddressedin the responseto our pre_ous
comment.

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FINAL PHASE II RI REPORT FOR IRP 
/ SITE 1, EOn RANGE, FORMER MCAS EL TORO, CALIFORNIA 

/ 

1. Section 1.4, General - There are issues with the labeling of the tables. The citations appear to 
be incorrect throughout the background discussions. It is recommended that this issue be 
addressed in the final document. 

2. Section 3.3.3, Page 3-36 - "There are very limited areas of these habitats onsite, which limit 
their significance." From an ecological standpoint, the fact that these types of habitats are 
becoming rare in this area makes them very important and worthy of protection and expansion in 
any way possible. It is recommended that this statement be deleted from the text. 

3. Section 4.1, Page 4-2 - A citation of Figure 1-3 is provided for the boundary of the 
geophysical survey grid while this information is actually presented on Figure 1-4. It is 
recommended that this error be corrected in the final document. 

4. Section 4.3.2.9, Page 4-66 - "For the subsurface soil interval of 0 to 10 feet bgs, the maximum 
detection of 1,580 mg/kg exceeds both the California-modified PRG value of 150 mg/kg and the 
EPA Region 9 PRG value of 400 mg/kg. However, the 95 percent UCL value of93.4 mg/kg is 
below both values." This discussion appears to be addressing a lead detection that exceeded 
residential PRGs. However, no mention of lead is provided anywhere within this paragraph. It 
is recommended that this issue be clarified. 

5. Section 4.5.2, Page 4-99 and Table 4-38 - The discussion states that there was a detection of 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate at 49 ug/l in 0 1-MW1 02; however, Table 4-38 reports this detection at 
01-DGMW57. It is recommended that this discrepancy be resolved. 

6. Section 4.5.5, Page 4-114 & Table 4-41- The first bullet here contains statements that are not 
consistent with the water-quality data provided on Table 4-41. A review of this information 
suggests that data from both the January-February 2005 and March 2005 sampling rounds are 
being cited. However, some statements (eg., the highest perchlorate concentration of 185 ug/l) 
de not include the March 2005 data. It is recommended that this discrepancy be resolved. 

7. Section 5.1.4, General - EPA provided a comment on the Draft RI Report regarding the 
presence and migration of perchlorate in ground water at Site 1 years after activities which 
would have released this contaminant into the environment were terminated by the Marines (see 
Comment #33 from our August 24, 2005 letter). In our comment EPA recommended that 
potential hydrogeological scenarios that support these issues be further discussed in the text. 
EPA is in agreement with the Navy's response to this comment as provided in Appendix I to this 
report. While some of the information presented in the response is incorporated into the 
discussions within the Draft Final RI Report, it is recommended that additional discussion be 
added to this section to adequately cover the issues addressed in the response to our previous 
comment. 



8. Section 5.1.4.2, GenerN - The information provided in this discussion was expanded _om the
• dra_ to the dramfinal. This has provided a more det_led assessment ofperchlorate migration at

// Site 1. However, some of the d_cussion is confusing as presented. For example, the final
_atement of this section (page 5-1I) refers 1o"the geologicN equivMentofa '_Mn'Z R is
recommended that an edit of this discussion be performed to assure that the text is fully
underaandable in the find repot.

9.Sec_on5.1.5,Page 5-11- "Theupperreachesof thealluvialchannd in the vicinityof 01-
HA10..." Thecitationof"01-HA10"appearsto be inco_e_; is the hydropunchsampling
locationbeingaddressedhere"01-HPA10"?It is recommendedthat thisdiscrepancybe
resolved.

10. Section 6.5.4, General -- A_essment of the vapor intruMonpomntiNfor VOCs in soil and
ground water at the site was pertbrmed via the Johnson and ERinger (J&E) model sta_ing _om
VOC concemration data in either the soil maNx or ground water (see results pmsenmd in Tables
O-13 and G-16). Of the two approaches, EPA's preKmnce is %r dedMon-maMngto focus on
po_n_N indoor impaca predicad by modding _om ground wate_ because of the greaer
unce_nties ofmodding _om soil marix daa. In the event of future deve_pmem a Site 1,
either _MdenfiN or commerd_, it is recommended that the Navy consider the folbwing: 1)
per%tin soil vapor moNmfing at the site and rerun the J&E model using soil vapor daa as the
input and 2) instNHnga passive vapor ba_iec xvithop_on to be m_ofi_ed m an active sy_em,
under occupied aru_ures.

11. Section 6.6.2, Page 6-40 and Table 6-4 -- As noted in our previous comments on _e Draft RI
: Repot, the s_specific risk _Nu_on _r the "C__I_ W_' makes the

/ _m_ _a a _n_m_o_H_ wo_'s exposure duration is 3 years _r the _E
scenario and 1 year _r _e CT scena_o. By using _ese exposure dur_ion values, the risk

7 _mem i_em_y assum_ _at MCAS El Toro is _e only coNa_n_ prope_y th_ a
co_m_o_fil@ worker receptor will ever work on; this _m_ is u_eMi_c. Given the
general pauci_ ofpm_o_ undeveloped land in Somhem Cdi_rMa and _e recent emph_is
by muMcipM_es and gov_nmem agencies to _deve_p 'bmwnsfield'_ype Wo_M_, Rwould
be mo_ _ason_ m assume th_ Somhem CMi_r_a _c__y wo_e_ rom_e_
encounter _ma_n_ pro_. __ in order to generic a soil PRG which achieves a
_n _t risk level over a _n_m_o_l_ worker'scareer, it would be more _Wop_ae to
_sume th_ 50% (_E) to 25% _ of_at career involves work at _nm_md pmpe_s.
Over a 25 year woNing caree_ _e co_pond_g exposure d_ions would be 12.5 yea_
(_E) and 6.25 years (C_. No change on _is issue has been made in _e Dra_ Final N
Repot. In _e Appendix I response to m_ew comme_s on the DraRRI Repot, _e Navy
_oM_d "_at a contraction worker could encounter conmm_n at _c_s o_er titan
Site 1"but N_d '_hat this __ should be reflected in exposure _me_
_m_o_ _r Site 1 because _is risk _mem _c_es on incmmemN risks posed by the
site and does not _empt to estim_e li_fime risks _r con_ruc_on work,s (or other
mc_m_..." (see re_onse _ EPA Commem #44 in Appendix I). It is mchNcN_ co_ect th_
Superfund _sk _mem g_del_ do not _mpt to esfim_e _sks from an entire li_t_m of
exposure. Howeveg exam_ion of the deNult _mNio_ _r mN&_N and
_mm_ciN£nd_MN _E scena_os deafly shows an in_nt to address po_n6_ _sks arising

8. Section 5.1.4.2, General - The information provided in this discussion was expanded from the 
draft to the draft final. This has provided a more detailed assessment of perchlorate migration at 

/ Site 1. Hov,:ever, some of the discussion is confusing as presented. For example, the final 
statement of this section (page 5-11) refers to "the geological equivalent ofa 'stain"'. It is 
recommended that an edit of this discussion be performed to assure that the text is fully 
understandable in the final report. 

9. Section 5.1.5, Page 5-11 - "The upper reaches of the alluvial channel in the vicinity of 01-
HAlO ... " The citation of"01-HA10" appears to be incorrect; is the hydropunch sampling 
location being addressed here "0 1-HPAI 0"7 It is recommended that this discrepancy be 
resolved. 

10. Section 6.5.4, General -- Assessment of the vapor intrusion potential for VOCs in soil and 
ground water at the site was performed via the Johnson and Ettinger (J&E) model starting from 
VOC concentration data in either the soil matrix or ground water (see results presented in Tables 
G- I 3 and G-16). Of the two approaches, EPA's preference is for decision-making to focus on 
potential indoor impacts predicted by modeling from ground water, because of the greater 
uncertainties of modeling from soil matrix data. In the event of future development at Site 1, 
either residential or commercial, it is recommended that the Navy consider the following: 1) 
perform soil vapor monitoring at the site and rerun the J&E model using soil vapor data as the 
input and 2) installing a passive vapor barrier, with option to be retrofitted to an active system. 
under occupied structures. 

11. Section 6.6.2, Page 6-40 and Table 6-4 -- As noted in our previous comments on the Draft RI 
Report, the site-specific risk evaluation for the "Construction/Utility Workers" makes the 

/' assumption that a construction/utility worker's exposure duration is 3 years for the RlvfE 
scenario and 1 year for the CT scenario. By using these exposure duration values, the risk 
assessment inherently assumes that MCAS El Toro is the only contaminated property that a 
construction/utility worker receptor will ever work on; this assumption is unrealistic. Given the 
general paucity of previously undeveloped land in Southern California and the recent emphasis 
by municipalities and government agencies to redevelop 'brownsfield' -type properties, it would 
be more reasonable to assume that Southern California construction/utility workers routinely 
encounter contaminated properties. Therefore, in order to generate a soil PRG which achieves a 
given target risk level over a construction/utility worker's 'career, it would be more appropriate to 
assume that 50% (fuvfE) to 25% (CT) of that career involves work at contaminated properties. 
Over a 25 year working career, the corresponding exposure durations would be 12.5 years 
(RJYfE) and 6.25 years (CT). No change on this issue has been made in the Draft Final Rl 
Report. In the Appendix I response to review comments on the Draft RI Report, the Navy 
acknowledged "that a construction worker could encounter contamination at locations other than 
Site 1" but disagreed "that this information should be reflected in exposure assessment 
assumptions for Site 1 because this risk assessment focuses on incremental risks posed by the 

/ 

site and does not attempt to estimate lifetime risks for construction workers (or other 
receptors) ... " (see response to EPA Comment #44 in Appendix I). It is technically correct that 
Superfund risk assessment guidelines do not attempt to estimate risks from an entire lifetime of 
exposure. However, examination of the default assumptions for residential and 
commercial/industrial RME scenarios clearly shows an intent to address potential risks arising 



_om exposure dur_ions reflecting a m_ofi_ or a s_Nfic_t _acdon ofa li_fime or worMng
career @_, _N_N exposu_ duration = 30 yea_, comm_ciNfindu_fiN = 25 years). In this
comem, using an _sumed exposure durmion of 3 years _r a _n_u_o_l_ work_ in
Somhem CNi_rNa seems _compm_ _ the ime_ of Sup_Nnd's risk _mem g_dan_.
_ is _commended _ o_ commem on _s iss_ _om review of_e Draft _ Repo_ (Commem
#44 in our Augu_ 24, 2005 le_e_ be taken imo consideration by the Navy and be addressed in
• e Finn _ Repot.

12. Section 7, GenerN -- The CADF&G (see Dr. Re_na Donohoe's Augu_ 1,2006 le_eO have
addressed the specific m_co_Nc_ issues r_sed in their m_ew of_e DraR RI Repot. Many of
their commems on _e dra_ have not been addressed to by the Navy in the draft finN. EPA
recommends Nat _e Navy (_ _coNed in our le_er of Augu_ 24, 200_ _ the document to
address these commems.

13.Section 7, GenerN -- The general tone of_e eco_NcN _mem is _at there is no risk to
biota on s_e; howev_, _ere are _smnces where the documem states that there may be risk to
_N_duNs, yet there is no risk to _1_o_ (eg., Executive Summa_, Page xi). TNs is a
vague and pommiN_ _M_g _emem _at is not based on _g_ _e _p_s
on-ske. If there is poW_N risk to the _d_N _uppo_ed bo_ by Dr. Donohoe_ and the
Navy's _o_, then there is risk to _p_o_. If the Navy is con_nced _ risk to
indNiduNs does not p_sem a risk to _p_o_, _en _e Navy should propose pop_m_n
sm_es to suppo_ this promise. It is _commended _m this issue be addressed in the final

14. Section 7, GenerN -- While _ere are numerous m_s _N_ng coma_m exceedences
_r Mm_ M_N there is a lack of maps in the main text _o_ exceedenees of _doNcN
cfimfia. It is recommended tha the maps _und in AppendN H be mwod_ and placed in the
appmp_e sections in _e main text in the Final _ Repot.

15. AppenNx G, PRG VNues -- There appear to be a numb_ of__ EPA ReNon 9 PRG
values in _e various tables in Appendix G. The ReNon 9 PRG vNue _r benzene in mNdemiN
soil appears to be _co_e_. The value lismd in Tables G-11 and G-12 is 1.00E+03 u_kg (1,000
uJk_; _e co_e_ value should be 6.4E-01 mUkg (0.64 mike. The mp water PRG also
appea_ to be _co_e_. The vNue listed in Table G-52 is 3.36E-01 u_; the co_e_ value should
be 3.5E-01 u_l. The ReNon 9 PRG value _r Ns_h_x_p_hN_ in mNdentiN soil also
_p_ to be inco_ec_ The value listed in Tables G-11 and G-12 is 3.77E+04 u_kg (3.77E+01
m_k_; the co_ect value should be 3.5E+01 m_kg. k is recommended that these issues be
_Ned.

16.Appendix H, Section 2.1.3, Page 2-13 -- The surface soil values should have been screened
agNn_ lhe Navy BTAG TRVs. As the Stmehas poinmd out in their comment&this approach
would have produced a more conservative screening and, therefore, would be more protective of
the biota on si_. It is normN procedure to screen against the most conservative vNues and then,
if necessary, a_ust the exposure to more sRe-specific values in the baseline ecologicN risk
assessment. It is recommended that the Navy follow standard protocols and use the BTAG

i TRVs as reque_ed by the St_e to assess risk.

/ 

, 
/ 

./ 

from exposure durations reflecting a majority or a significant fraction of a lifetime or working 
career (eg., residential exposure duration = 30 years, commercial/industrial = 25 years). In this 
context, using an assumed exposure duration of 3 years for a construction/utility worker in 
Southern California seems incompatible with the intent of Superfund's risk assessment guidance. 
It is recommended that our comment on this issue from review of the Draft RI Report (Comment 
#44 in our August 24,2005 letter) be taken into consideration by the Navy and be addressed in 
the Final RI Report. 

12. Section 7, General-- The CADF&G (see Dr. Regina Donohoe's August 1,2006 letter) have 
addressed the specific toxicological issues raised in their review of the Draft RI Report. Many of 
their comments on the draft have not been addressed to by the Navy in the draft final. EPA 
recommends that the Navy (as recorded in our letter of August 24, 2005) revise the document to 
address these comments. 

13. Section 7, General -- The general tone of the ecological assessment is that there is no risk to 
biota on site; however, there are instances where the document states that there may be risk to 
individuals, yet there is no risk to populations (eg., Executive Summary, Page xi). This is a 
vague and potentially misleading statement that is not based on investigation of the populations 
on-site. Ifthere is potential risk to the individual (supported both by Dr. Donohoe's and the 
Navy's calculations), then there is risk to populations. If the Navy is convinced that risk to 
individuals does not present a risk to populations, then the Navy should propose population 
studies to support this premise. It is recommended that this issue be addressed in the final 
document. 

14. Section 7, General -- While there are numerous maps displaying contaminant exceedences 
for human health, there is a lack of maps in the main text showing exceedences of ecological 
criteria. It is recommended that the maps found in Appendix H be reproduced and placed in the 
appropriate sections in the main text in the Final RI Report. 

15. Appendix G, PRG Values -- There appear to be a number of incorrect EPA Region 9 PRG 
values in the various tables in Appendix G. The Region 9 PRG value for benzene in residential 
soil appears to be incorrect. The value listed in Tables G-l1 and G-12 is 1.00E+03 ug/kg (1,000 
ug/kg); the correct value should be 6.4E-01 mg/kg (0.64 mg/kg). The tap water PRG also 
appears to be incorrect. The value listed in Table G-52 is 3.36E-Ol ug/l; the correct value should 
be 3.5E-O 1 ug/l. The Region 9 PRO value for bis(2-ethyl,hexyl)phthalate in residential soil also 
appears to be incorrect. The value listed in Tables G-ll and G-12 is 3.77E+04 ug/kg (3.77E+Ol 
mg/kg); the correct value should be 3.5E+0 1 mg/kg. It is recommended that these issues be 
resolved. 

16. Appendix H, Section 2.l.3, Page 2-13 -- The surface soil values should have been screened 
against the Navy BTAG TRVs. As the State has pointed out in their comments, this approach 
would have produced a more conservative screening and, therefore, would be more protective of 
the biota on site. It is normal procedure to screen against the most conservative values and then, 
if necessary, adjust the exposure to more site-specific values in the baseline ecological risk 
assessment. It is recommended that the Navy follow standard protocols and use the BTAG 
TRVs as requested by the State to assess risk. 



_ 17.Appen_x H, Section2.1.7,Page2-27-"The primly sourceofTRVswasflae'TRV-Iow
7 level'.. 2' TheNavy doesnotuse theseBTAGvaluesin _is documem._ is _commended_

• is issuebe addressedin the finaldocumem.

18.AppendixH, Section2.2.2.1,Page2-34-- "It is assumed_at if risksarejudged ins_Mficant
forthe averageinNMduMreceptog_ey will be consideredinsigMficant_ the popM_n level.
Howeve8if risks arepresentat the_duM receptorlevel,risksmayor maynotbe impo_ant
at thepop_ation level." This contra_c_ earlier_ements th_ riskto theindNiduMdoesnot
implyrisk to the population. It is _commendedth_ thisconflictberesolvedin the finn
document.

19. Appendix H, Section 2.2.4.I, Page 2-42 & Section 4.I, Page 4-! - k is staed ;mSection
2.2.4.t tha two Ephem_N Pond samples were token and that in comb_a_ Nut,m, "
b_ium, coppe_ lead, and m_c_y _I exceeded aqua_c li_ c_m_a Howeveg _e last sentence
in this section staws that only Num_um, barium and copper exceededaquatic li_ crimrim In
M_ioE in Section 4.1 it is _so staed _at %ur metals _u_ b_um, copper and meE_D
exceeded the s_eeNng values. It is m_mmended _a the diEmpanc_s be_een _ese various
sections be restive&

20. Appendix H, SecOon3.4.3.1, Page 3-6 -- Chemicals th_ are identified as a pommel risk to
biota yet have a low frequency of deW,ion should not be deleted from the risk assessment until
the Navy has ve_fied that they do not constitute "hot spots". It is recommended that Rt_her
informmion be provided here or a reference to specific sections within the Final RI Repo_ be

) made to suppo_ deletion of these chemic_s. If data do not suppo_ deletion, it is recommended
/ that the Navy address this issue as appropriat_

17. Appendix H, Section 2.1.7, Page 2-27 - "The primary source ofTRVs was the 'TRV-low 
level' ... " The Navy does not use these BTAG values in this document. It is recommended that 
this issue be addressed in the final document. 

18. Appendix H, Section 2.2.2.1, Page 2-34 -- "It is assumed that if risks are judged insignificant 
for the average individual receptor, they will be considered insignificant at the population level. 
However, if risks are present at the individual receptor level, risks mayor may not be important 
at the population level." This contradicts earlier statements that risk to the individual does not 
imply risk to the population. It is recommended that this conflict be resolved in the final 
document. 

19. Appendix H, Section 2.2.4.1, Page 2-42 & Section 4.1, Page 4-1 - It is st2.ted in Section 
2.2.4.1 that two Ephemeral Pond samples were taken and that in combination, aluminum, 
barium, copper, lead, and mercury all exceeded aquatic life criteria. However, the last sentence 
in this section states that only aluminum, barium and copper exceeded aquatic life criteria. In 
addition, in Section 4.1 it is also stated that four metals (aluminum, barium, copper and mercury) 
exceeded the screening values. It is recommended that the discrepancies between these various 
sections be resolved. 

20. Appendix H, Section 3.4.3.1, Page 3-6 -- Chemicals that are identified as a potential risk to 
biota yet have a low frequency of detection should not be deleted from the risk assessment until 
the Navy has verified that they do not constitute "hot spots". It is recommended that further 
information be provided here or a reference to specific sections within the Final RI Report be 
made to support deletion of these chemicals. If data do not support deletion, it is recommended 

/ that the Navy address this issue as appropriate. 


